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efforts of publicly supported \community colJeges independent .
junior coll@ges, community schools, and other igstitutions and : .
agencies. These ‘endeavors should be, made cooperatively -
whenever possible so”that citizens will receive quallty servnces

' that are well pl.ﬂ)ned and efﬁcnently organized.” . . -

"Communijty educanon is. Yndeavor thac deserves "the best

These pemng words of a resolumon ac?pted by the Board
»of Directots$ of the Amerncan Association gf Commumty and
Junior Colleges on November 13,1974, established the rationale
for a Center for Community Education within the organization.
The AAC]C Center,  located in ;’Washmgton D.(; was
established in October 1975, with a ‘grant from thg Charles
Stewart Mott Foundation. As a national center, it is a unique link
in the community e‘ducatnon network that exténds across the
United States. o PR
The priniary purpo.re.r of tbg AAC]C Center are” "--to
develop an awareness and understanding of community
education among the commumty/;umor owlleges of the country;, s
“.-to factlitate closer working vrelationships between o
commumty//umor colleges, scommunity schools and other
groups in the community education fields; "--to encounrage other
Centers to work with commumty/;ﬂmor colleges in the
development of communley educitign. ~
Perhaps one of the most sngmffcane‘efforts during the first
year (1976) of the AAC]C Center fot Community EducationWas
the conducting of a survey of all.community/juniar colleges to
measure commuagity educatnon/commumty serv\n\ce as it existed-

-and was planned for the future ' o 7 ST
-+ - 1 ’
~ ~ / . /



Questionnaires were se\‘ t to 1,275 public and “private
dnstitutions, including mult{-college district offices. Usable
| responses totaled 855 (67.1% ) from the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, -American Samoa, and Canada. The
. largest number of returns came: from states with large numbers
of. community/junior colleges. . California,, North Carolina,
" Texas, lllinois, New York and Virginia accounted for more than
a third of the total responses (35.3%). .

" The rhéfan enrollment

* between 1000 and 1999 full-tim

y size wag less than 1000 student$. The responses were divided
* into the following enrollmen categories: 1-999 students

s (29.3%); 1000-1999 (22.3): 2000 3999 (20.1); 4000-5999 (8.9);

6000-7999 (6.5); 8000-999 (4.2); 10.000 or more students (8.6).

~ From a sample of 750 coll ges, more than half of the -
responding personnel held the titlelof Director (34.7%) or Dean
(20.5%) of the community educatidn functions of their colleges.
. Nine per cent of the respondents fere deans of instruction or
similar officers at their institutions (9.2%). Six presidents
.«completed the questionnaire (.8%) : L

f the responding colleges fell
and part-time students. Modal

) This document presents theyresults of the survey. It is
1divided into eight sections, each dealing with different factors
. ¢ which affect community educatio _in  community/junior
’ ,éolleges. The first section, "Ideas a d'Realities,” presents an- -
‘ ~overview of community education baed on total responses to
v 7 the survey. The second section, “An I entity Crisis?,” concerns >
. t.he\ic\ientity of community education ard the impact of different
7 names upon the success of programs. The impact of college size
is discussed in the third section, "The Bigger the College; the
" “Better the Program.” The next two sections, “Is the West the
Best?,” and \The Community and the Program,” concern the
relevance of location of the college--in a region of the nation and
" in urban or ‘tural environments to community service
developments. The\f{'n'al topics of analysis concern the types of
colleges which answered the suryey. "Public and Private College .-
Prig_rams” are discussedyand then “Mission: Control” examirics -
the public colleges on the basis of their control: Jocal, state /local,
and state. The eighth section of the document presents a

2
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“Summary and Conclusion” ‘from ‘the results--what is known,
what is surmised, and what should-be. explored o
In each section of this document, the exact percentages of

~answers to the topics of the analysis are indicated

parenthetically. This should help the reader to interpret the data
more precfsely Also, important points of the analysis are
underlined in the body of each chapter and presented at the end
of each chapter.
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2 Ideas and Realities
: i | | ;
The first analysis of the data covered the 855 college
reSponses. Three topics emerged from that ang’lysis: support for
the offering of community education~ia, community /junior
colleges; cooperation among ‘community colleges and other
agencies within the community; and the staffing of community
education in community/junior colleges) The analysis révealed
N strongsupport for the ideas and idéals 8f community education
in all three topics. In some topics, that support for the idea was
matched by-the reality of the practices of the responding
colleges. ' : : .
S o
MMITMENT-TO COMMUNITY | H }
) € respondents indicated that there was s_trdijg suppart -
. for both idea and the practice of community etucation in
> . their colleges. One of the first questions in the survey concerned
the commitment of the colleges to community education.

Community education was, defined as:

*

te

- . courses and activities for eredit or noncredit, formal classroom or
nontrditional programs, cultural, recreational offerings
’ specifically designed to meet.the needs of the surrounding g

community and utilizing school, college, and other facilities."
Programming is determined with inpuc from“the community

being served, . - -

2

positive response ‘was overwhelming. A total of 819
- {nseititions (95.7) affirmed their commitment to community
education as defined above. In andther question, the survey




asked about the commitment of colleges to the idea, rather than

the types of programs, of gommuynity education/community
* services. The respondents reaffirme the strong commitment of

their colleges to this idea (84.6)"Some pragical mdncatlons of
the support of the colleges were found in the response that the
boards of trustees on most campuses (90.9) had not developed
policy which inhibited the development of commiunity education

activities. In fact, mos:%;ﬂl:‘)ards (60.9) of the respondmg
" collegés™ "had formally en taged - the development * of
community education programs and services.

More evidence of! college support was found in the

responses to questxons about the types of community education-

offerings in community/junior colleges. eﬁ:‘: survey

distinguished 23 offerings that might be provided through

" community services or the regular, continuing or adult education ,

programs. of the colleges. Tablet,shows the percentages, of
.colleges which provide cach of %e offerings. (See table I

page 6).-
Only five offerings appear in lesy than -half of the
responding institutions:-an outreach coun elmg center, courses

through the media, job placement service®Yor adults, the use of

* computer or technical” facilities, and the. development of
performing arts groups. Though not explicit, there is probably a
+ correlation between the cost of these offermgsgnd the provision
of them. Only one of the offerings, the provision of courses
through the media, is a /Capltal producing service. The other
services require extensive outlays of capital or labor without
" concomitant returns to the college. However, these fiye

-community/juniqr colléges are providing many services \and
programs to community residents: In general, the bgeadth/and
depth of the community education Q)ffermgs is mostencouraging

exceptions. do {:ot mar the general' perception _ that

in these days of restricted budgets and programs for many -

eommunity/juniorcolleges. 4
The scope of offerings affirms the support  of
commumt.y/ junior colleges for coinmumty education programs

* and services. Community participation in the programs and
services justifies that support. Although the modal size of the

respondmg colleges is less than-1000 full-time and part- tlme

f ’ . » » _’ ’ ‘ /5
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'TABLE'I PROVISION OF COMNUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS -
- PERCENT OF 85, COMMUW(ITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES L
;o o ,:: e NofColle Percent of Colleges
 Community Education Offering .~~~ Prov1dmgOfE‘eeL.ng Providing Offering
Guest lecturers or speakers bureay . o S 87 086
College brary facllives ' ¢ : 681 196
Help busmess/mdustry :denufy educatlonal needs S 680 o 05
Outreach 60unselmg center T 343 4
Public forums on focal, state, nationa problems L - 52 608
Assistance in conference or workshop planmng © 671 785
Courses through televmon of other media - S " 434
Orint college staff to community educauon S 569 | 605
Dual enrollment and early adhission programs - SR 3 N7
* Experts i testing, reading etc. } S S 91 54
~ Cultura) events. . ‘ . 695 o813
Computer echnical facilites o | . /219 56
n-plant training programs for busmess/mdustry o 610 | 3
Recreational fucilites at o chage ~ c | 9 - 575
Job placement services for adult “ | 423 ERE S
Credit outreach courses n pnsons etc. IR 48 50
Develop local perfurmmg arts groups + ' 411 ‘ 48l
Pro;,rtmsf)r minorities und uther interest groups ‘ 653 764
Programs to upgrade kub-skllls . v ) 83
‘Proj,rlms in consumer training - | 9. 10
Adu]tbmc educition programs o s ) BDYE o
Courses/services in health care o o 785
“Programs in family life planning - o - SRS | R " 389
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. students the rpodal size of commumty educanon participation 1s
between 1000 and 9999 community members (49.1). While only
. nine percent of the responding colleges have enrollments of
110,000 or mipre students, more than 20 percent serve more than
10,000 comtnumty res1dents ethréugh community . educatnon
- (20.3)! - :
Thl; respondmg colleges provnde an abundance of services *
to a lot of peoble This provnslo-n is in keeping with their general' ,
belief that" “community colleges should offer or make -
- arrangergents to offer all appropriate activities requested by the -
- community" (67.8). Unfortunately, the numbers of participants, -
in community education are still lower than they perhapsshould .

- be. Nineteen percent of the collegesestmmte thacthey serveless .~
than one percent of their area residents thro gh commumty
service/community education programs. Only 1B percent state. -,
that they are sérving morethan one-tenthof th rdlstrlct c1ty or . .-

: county residents. ‘ ) ' =
/. Finally, it should be nOted that mo of the respondents,
(78) indicate that the- American Associdtion of Commumty and
Junior Colleges and its. Commumty Education, Center should
play a major role i in the encouragement. of greater. community
education activity in community colleges. Part of this role might
focus on service to larger proportions of local populatlons Part
of it might also focus on a belief among halfof the respondents -
that ' chaqges in the- attltudes of educators are necessary.t before
comsnun y' dtication services can be offered.” P,
devoted Ao tHe needs of the colleges that did not respp to this

* surveyd The/size of their commumty ‘education programs and
problems-is unknown at présent. Stlll another of AACJC
mtght include gecognition for the respondmg colleges.in view of
the progress that they are makmg toward meetmg the needs of
their communities.

. l , R Z

. COO ERATIOIq\l A GOOD IBEA
' The affirmative nature of the sesponses extended to
cooperation w1th‘other ageniés thatoffer community éducation
services or programs irf the local area. On this point, however, -
the support for the idea of cooperation surpassed the realmes of
cooperatnon among the respondmg colleges. - -
';," ) : : . , ‘ _ 7
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. Most of the respondents (60.5) opposed open competition *

between their colleges and other agencies. Even more (87.9) did

\ not believe that cdmmunity_ colleges would lose responsibility

fat community education programs if they cooperated with

3 ' ~ ogher agencies. Instead, over two-thirds of the respondents

(67.9) felt that cooperation was necessary for the survival of the

communjty-@ucatibn Jprogtams in'community colleges. Money

~ was not a deterrent to cooperativn. More than two-thirds of the

. _respondents (67.5) believed that competition for tax dollars

should’ ;&hpede cooperation between’ comm‘_fn'ty colleges

., { and cormunity schoals. In fact; oyer,' half (%4.6) of the

a é\/ respondents said thatrtommunj.;y%?lleges should provide some*

. personnel and financial support so that communigy schools

S could initiate community educatiorf programs. Interestingly, this

latter ‘percentage was. somewhat similar to the percentage of

) Tespondents who reported ‘the presence of community
T "_échgols within their college districts (463). '

Despite Bigh support, nét-many examples of cooperation -
were listed between the colleges and other agencies within their
districts. This could have been due- to a feeling 'among the_

- respondents that they were not competing with.other agencies
'y in community education. Over three-fourths of the respondents
(77.3)disagreed .with the statement th4t ‘community. colleges

- were taking on too many functions that should be perforrqu by7
other community agencies. ] o A

Regardless of the reason,only 419 c()'\lfeges ’(48.9) reported -7

that they had tqgftpleted formal agreements with other agericies.
« A relatively high percentage of these colleges were engaged in
‘cooperative arrangements with: community schools (74.5);
. business and industry (89.2); senior citizens programs (84.7);
parks and recreation programs (62.8); public health agencies
(_59.{); public libraries (51.1); civic and fraternal organizations
(50.1); and religious institutions (44.8). The numbers of
agreements with community schools indicate that these colleges
e <h . :
- include most-of :che calleges which reported the presence of
community schools’ within their districts. Thus, cooperative
agreements. might be stimulated by the presence of acommunity

~school ia the dist)lct.' . -

.' s U o/
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The respondents suggest an interesriﬁg role for state
agencies with regard to ‘the coordination of community
education efforts. Although a hugh percentage (85.4) favors the
. receipt of state funds fof community college and community
school programs, very few colleges (17.8) agree that state boards
should coordinate community - education/community service
programs. These opmng}rrs are uniderstandable, but they do not
honor the historical correlanon between state funds and state
/" power. Traditionally, An increase'in funds has been accompanied
by an increase in the efforts of the state. to coordinate the
programs offolleges with those of pther agencnes

SIAFFING THE'PROGRAM :
. WHO DOES? WHO SHOULD? “
‘ Over two-thirds of the respondmg colleges (67. 8) have
assigned administrators to manage the community education
-- program. Salaries for community. educators age usually paid
separately by commumty colleges, community schools or other
- agencies (76.2). Only forty-four percent of the respondents
indicate that regular faculty are usually employed as community
educators. Almost all of the colleges (88.3) use faculty from the
community or other agencies to teach community .education
offerings, and it is likely that some of these faculty are volunteers
instead of paid staff. Sixty-four percent of the colleges report the
.use of community éduga)’ors on a-vglunteer basis.

The quallflcatlons and training of community educators
could be a problem in commumty/)umor colleges. A large

minority of the respondents (38) believe that there are no
formal, qualifications fot community educators in the
community/junior college. Many more (58.1) report that thenr
community education staffs do not receive in-service training
which would drient their teaching to the needs of community
college students: Seven of ten colleges (70.6) do not provide pre-
service. training for prospective’community educators. While
most of the'respoddents (54.8) feel that commuhicy educators
should meet different standards«than regular college faculty,'thc
absence of training programs suggests that the colleges are not
helping their community educators to meet those stahdards.
Given the ~size of ‘community education programs in

i-
9
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community/junior colfeges, this becomes a prime area for staff
development.

IMPORTANT POINTS . . = | -

" *The , respogding colleges support the idea that
comm{mity eduignon programs and services should be
?provided by community/junior. colleges.

*Community/junior colleges provide dxverse

ommumty education offerings to large numbers of
mmumty residents. However, they do not serve large
.percentages of their local populations.
ommumty/jumor colleges support the idea of
coopfatxon with other community agencies. However, mos¢
of the responding colleges do not have any formalize
coopem(xve\'agreeme ts with other agencies in ther'
communities. :

*The respondmg colleges believe that commun'ty
education faculty should differ from the regular faculty/in
their colleges. They are not providing to any great extent re-
service or in-service tralmng which “would foster this-
difference. - - : : 5,

10 ’ -
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An Identity Crisis?

»

The survey responses indicate that com umty/]umor
colleges are” committed to both the.idea and’the reality of
community education programs. The -results also indicate that
the identity of such programs suffers from spme confusion. In
the sample of 750 colleges, ten titles of . .«community education
fiinctions: accounted for 79 percent of the total. The dommant
title of these functions was not,‘community services” (20.5) or
“"community education” (2.3). Instead it was “continuing

education”™ (25.3). - : - R o
~ The identity confusion concerned more than the tn}le of the',

programs. There was virtually an even split in responsds to thé
statement, “the community _educ tnon/ ommunity ' service -
funetion - really no dnfferent m the concept of

'adult/c@nc ulngeducatnon progr, ms.” More than 4"percent of
- the ‘respondents (41.3) disagreed” with the statement, eight
~percent were undecided (8.3), and most agreed with -the

statement (47.7). Agreement possibly had to do with the job title
of the responding personnel, ie. director of continuing

education. At the least, the agreement encouraged a ‘further
examination of the rhetoric and. practlces of -the ‘directors of

continuing education, community services, and- community
education in these coIleges

The basic question for‘this analysis was established: What
were the, differences in the programs operated under these

_ different titles? For comparison, other questions were added for

example: What differences exist between the. responses. of the

dnrectors of these functions and the deans of instruction who, as

1T
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dire_ctogg of community education, responded to the survey?
- Doés the absence of a name and of a specific director affect the
~community education’ programs of community colleges? Spcf?
questions served as the basis for the comparison of the roles and )
fun‘(':tions of thirty-one directors of community educatipn, fifey- -
- fouT deans of instructien, 163 directog,s of community services,
and 208 directors of continuingseducation incommunity/junior
colleges. For clarity, combination titles, such as “community
services and adult education,” were omitted from the "sample
groups. ' : S .
- /. The comparison of differentes began’ with the ‘demo-
, graphié characteristics of the colleges. In later pages, the
- demographig of.colleges will be shown to be related to the size
and characteristics of community education programs. The
larger the college, the larger and better the program. Colleges in
the North Central and Western regions often have the best
programs in community education. R : )
The Eemographic data distinguished " the ‘deans of
_ instruction from the other directors. As expected, the deans of °
instruction directed the community eduﬁcation programs of the
smallest colleges. Two-thirds directed programs in colleges with
a maximum of 999 students. Their colleges were evenly divided
< among th¢ regions of the nation. The directors of community
service were located thrgughout the nation, but 23 percent
representedrone state, Cal'ifor'nig, @d this must have influenced
‘ - the answers of these directors. Still, 43.6 percent of their colleges
enrolled ffewer than 2000 students, and this could have negated
the inflijence of the regional locale. Two-thirds of the directors
. of commynity education represented North Central and.
s'iates. The size of their colleges was evenly spread
. throughout the enrollment categories. Finally, continuing
education programs were found most often in Southeastern
states (46.7) and .in small to medium-sized colleges (774%
enrolled” fewer than 4000 students). These demographic
statistics indicated that the titles of continuing education,
community services, and community education reflect regional
biases which, in turn, influence program differences. Deans of
“instruction who responded were in’smaller colleges, suggesting
e “programs-of community education ‘We'r'e’jgrﬁ‘zillé‘r’;'I?igéé;bfé b’f;d o
: 12 '
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community educatlon would probably direct the biggest af)d besr
programs. . - « ~

" As with the size of the college the duties of-the directors
were indicated by their titles. (Deans of instruction differed
from the other directors, ob\;iously‘, because almost 2 of them
" (96. 3) had other duties than the administration of community

. education). Also, almost all of the deans reported directly o the
presidents of their colleges (88.9). The dirgctors of community

‘'services and continuing education had more additional duties
than the directors of community education. More of the directors

" of community education reported that they operated from an .

identifiable . admlmstratwe unit than did the. directors of
community services or contmumg education. The specificity of
administrative duties undoubtedly has had a positive impact on

the functlons and practices of these commumty edycation

programs.

Indeed, the positive impact of a.director with specnfnc
functions appears evident in the size and numbers of community
educatlon offerings. In the'comparison of all‘fgfir programs, the
community education programs had the highest percentages of
offerings for 14 of the Eye ty-three service or educational
activities. In marked contrast, the programs of the deans of

instruction- showed *the lowest percentages for 20 of the 23

offerings. 12 of the offermgs, .the deans programs fell
’ approxlma y ten percentagt? pointsbelow any other programs

e continuing education: and the community services
. programs usually ranked second or third in the percentages,

with the community services programs often slightly ahead of,

continuing education. Community services scored the highest

' percentages on seven offerings and’ second highest on 1]
offerings. This placement, coupled ~with the eminent

percentages of the community education programs, indicates
that the' title, "community”, has a posmve impact on the

provision of commumty educatloﬂg courses and services. (See

table 2.1 page 14)
" In terms of offeringg, however, the specificity of the

“community’ title also bgcomes interesting. To the layman,
“community service programs” might, émphasize the, pro-

/f, | 13

e

-—Vvision—of -services, while -community -education—programs--:---
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TABLE 2.1 PROVISION OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS:

o PERCENT, BY ADMINISTRATIVE TITLE
" Deamof  Continuing’ Community ° Community.  National

‘Offering _Instruction - Education *_ Services  Education Percentages

., N=54  (N=u8) N1 (N:3) «NHSS
Speakers bureay - | B 1Y S TA R 15 709 086
Library facilicies - - 722 83 - 84 8BI 796 -
Help business identify neéds 514 R Y R ) S b
Outreach counseling center % | 66 4 6L & 404
Poblic lorims - Y01 @ o T 409
Help in workshog planning - 9.6 oMy, 878 :,\\87.1 l&ﬁ, -
Courses through medi 85 447 DS R Y T
Orient staff - | S 514, 65 . T8 . T4 U—66.5 |
Special enrollment/admissions | gy . @8, ° 767 175 1.7
Experts in testing BRI 48 - - 032 . 6y . 14
Culrural events . 16 08 863 %6 Bl
Technicel aclites . DL TR AR 56
[n-plant training S 4087 769 7 109 ny
Recreational facliies RPN 5l B8 SIS 975
Job placeshat foraduls 47 b 528 5 s 4
Credit utreach courses . - - 408 Ll 59 8. N
Develop local amts groups 445 S fs - 4 . 44 8l
Progtams for interest groups o y 61.} Ny 816 14 164
) Upgrade job skillsy .+ - @y 09 908 068. . 883
Consumer training programs 82 102 my - 807 10
Adult basic education ‘ | 574 69 61 74.2 0]
* Health care courses/services . 336 8.1 g2 gl iy
Family life plinning programs ». 32 60.6 659 14 989

=,‘_v
-
-
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suggest the provision of courses. The titles of the programs
should mfﬁ’:}ate programmatic emphases on service or
educational’activities. However there is no clear indication that
this distinction has any impact on the types of offerings which
are provnded i’ these programis. The use of “education” or
“services’" in_the titlé has little bearing on the offering of
different types of experiences. This is justas'well, for it would be
unfortunate if community education programs lacked the
services which made them whole or community services
programs lacked the educational acyvities which gave them
meaning. * )

“One of the major dlfferences betweert the “community”
programs and the other programs is that of the provision of
‘offerings through community service ,divisions or .regular,
continuing or adult education divisions of the college. As

~ expected, the community edutation and communfty service

. programs provide most of their offerings through community
service divisions of the college, while the continuing education
programs -offer most of their courses and ,acnvmes through
regular or continuing education divisions. Deans of instruction
join the directors of continuing educatiod in the provision of
most offermgs through regular or contmu‘{ng educdtion division.
- Howeéver, as noted before; they also \ffer fewer courses or:
acri'(en,es than any of the other admmn?trators of community
education. , . -

Deans of instruction are interested in provndmg more
offermgs in community education, Bur their interest is not
matched by plans to do so. To fulfill their interest, the deans

should consider the revamping of admmnstranve Ppractices and .

; .« the acquisition of increased funding for commumty education.

/

‘Their programs are mirked by conservative attitudes, a

,hesntancy to. charige, and- more limited budgets than the
- programs of the other directors, In essence, their actitudes,

practices and funds corroborate the need for a specific director of
the community educatien programs in the colleges of these

deans.
To illustrate, the attitudes of the 'de'a,ns are more

conservative about community education than the actitudes o

__the other directors. Almost quarter (24.1) of the deans believe

P C s
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. that comjmunity c¢olleges should not offer all appropriate
‘ activities fwhich ar@requested by the community and almost as-
« . . many (22.2) are unsure about the provision of such offermgs _
Fewer ofjthe deans 5upp(lrt unique quallflcanons for community ..
. »educatorq than the other dnrectors ‘They tend to favor formal
' quallflcamons and they use regular faculty for commur’
education miore than'do the other directors. Some (11.4) cannot \
estimate ithe size of théir commiunity education programs and
- fewer of themp utilize evaluations or surveys orfunding policies
. which mlght help them to increase the size of their programs. In
the examination of five sources of funds for community .
education, the programs of these deans ranked the lowest.in the.
use of tulthn _money, state taxes and federal funds of all the
programs " They - tanked- just above continuing education
programs . in_ the, lowest use of local taxes for community

educauon (See table 2.2 page 17)

In contrast to the deans of msrrucnom the: community
“education directors dnstmgunshed themselves in ‘practices and
funding. Their programs were also larger in- size than the

- programs of  the other dffectars, both in terms of toral
/ enrollmentt and in the 'quantitative impact on the local
population. Thus, enrollment could be a function of the practices

' / and funding of these programs. ,
", . More of the community educanon directors used

e community and volunteer faculty for their programs than did
- . the other directors. They used evalliation more than the ochers,

" and they utilized specific fundmg policies more than the others.

* When they ranked below their colleagues, these directors usually
had plans to surpass those colleagues in 1977. For example, they |
ranked second to community services directors in the uge of '
advisory compmittees (58.1 to 58.9), but their planned addigions;.

e of such committees would help them to surpass the co milinity -
" * services ditectors in"1977 (19.4 to 11.7). .
In fis¢al support for community educanon, the co

ranked significantly higher than the other directors i in the
local taxes and state. taxes. They were slightly higher than
others in the use of federal funds for community educatio
they ranked second in the use of tuition funds, and “other*/f,

6 , .
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in funding could

programs.
fa e | —- . M A . ) | ‘ " ‘ )
WHATSIN ANAME? " ¢ -0
“The-ideatity of comBhunity educagion j$ blurred by many
euphemisims g qommunity/junior colleges: continuing,

education, commYnity services, community education, -and
.others+If amedern\day Romeo were to ask, “What’s.in a ndme?”
the appropriate response might be, "Community education by
-any chér name is not quit€ so sweet.” Many of the differences
~among . commufiity \education,. community services,  and
‘continuing ¢ducation programs are small, as is the-sample of’
community education programs. Therefore, the conclusions are
limited. Still, the name, community education, indicates slightly
_larger and slightly bettgr programs, and thus'a better identity for

these programs than gny other name. | .
The differences are much clearer b'et\éen the programs of
the deans of instruc 14) and the programs of the other directors
/-of rcommunity edudation functions. A specific program by any
name seems better thamamaneaymous one. Peans of instruction
simply have too many other duties to be able to create and direct
comparfble community education. }programs. In-service
education might help the défans to chagge some of their attitudes
about community.gducation, but the gbsence of a special director
means that any changed attitudes mjight.not get converted into
effective practice.- Formalized surveys, advice, and evaluation

might not be established. Incréasd -funding might not be - -

' . obtained. ) _

# If the deans wish to improve their programs, then they
shoyld hire directors” who would be ‘responsible for those
‘programs only. They should also consider the title, community
education, to identify those programs. It is still a relatively new
name, and therefore, it might be attractive to funding sources.
and newness in itself can helg to spur the accomplishment of the
directors. Community education provides a broader fotus of .
effort--for the entire population of a region--than does

RS - S S G
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continuing education. This focus mi;?

s . -
account for the slightly
gredter percentages of offerings, in community services and
cot'nmunit‘y education programs than in continuing education

. programs. Community education is alsé seen by many to bé-a~

‘more purposeful name than community* services. This
. purpo : munity* servicg

educational purpose might help ‘the directors of community .

education to feel that they are part 6f an important mission of

the community college, -instruction, and not just age\ats who

buttress that mission. This feeling could -‘faciliraire, the slight

superiority of commuinity education programs over comm nity
services programs in the samples of colleges. Thus, “community -
education,” through its purposeful involvement with the entire

population of a region can add something to both the programs

@
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and the mission, of the community college. -

IMPORTANT POINTS S j : ~
- *The most popular title of C(’)mmum't'y educatioft
programs’ is “continuing education.” Then comes" -
“community ‘services.” I '
“ *The most effective title is “community education,” as

revealed by the administrative practices, offerings, and
funding of these programs.” . C

*The least effective programs are administered directly
by deans of instruction, as revealed by the practices, attitudes,
offerings, and funding of these programs. -
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Tbe Better T he Program 5 y
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The resporrdigg colleges were grc)uped b)i‘ enrollmems as
 follows: 0-999 students (29.4); 1000-1999 (22.3); 2000-3999

(20); 4000-7999 (15+4); and 8000 or more students (12.9). Allof ; . -
these enrollment groups shared a stron ommitment to the "

idea of community educatipn, ‘A minimum of*90 percent of the "
respondents in each group belleved ‘that their colleges were /
comimitted _to community education. This. cemmitment _
- extended to "both the “ideg of community education” and to the "
provision of community education ° offermgs Respective
minimum percentages,were 81.8 and 86.1 for these two types of -
~ commitment. N '

! - Addmpnal agreement concerned 'the direction of'
community education in the responding colleges. Few
distinctions were evident in attitudes that: community colleges
should cooperate with other public agencxes, the state should
~ provide funds. for com unity eduCation; AACJC and its
‘Community Education Center should encourage community»
education -activities; community colleges should offer any
programs that are requested by the community; and community

' educators should “be different from other commumty college
_ educators - ) . .
»o Unfortunately, these. shared ideas of “should” were not’
> matched by equal realities in the community education programs
of the resp nd1 colleges. Several trends of difference were -
" eVident wl’(;) h related to the size of comimunity/junior colleges.
The~actual practices of community education programs

. reclassified the enrollment groups into three categories:«the

...210{. N ‘ S | ., . P
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».largest colleges the. middle colleges, and the smallesr colleges.”

o . The largest colleges are-the giants of commumty educdfion™——
AR _.They have more students than any other group. oféolleges (over "
* . 8000) and, more of everythlng in conynunlty education. They ,
iss = offer more courses apd services in communnty educatiomth i
~other COlleges The {llargest colleges: ptovide 18 of the ;\ -
- community., edtication offerings rhore often thian any oth

group. - Significantly._high percentages of these colleges offer - e
p/rqgrams Jn famlly life plan-hmg,\publnc forums on\goaal S5
problems courses through the media; experts, orftésnng and for :
people” with disabilities recreational facilities attno c&sT: job
N\ placement services for. adults; and performnng arts groups (Set\
- .table 3 1). These offernngs also reach significancly high™ ’
percentages of communnttremdents“()ver half of the largest R
. > colleges (54.5) serve mor¥ than 10,000 communlty residents o
~ through community education programs. The nearest similar

service is half thg.s amount. A total 0f27.3 perceritdf the colleges

with 4000-7999: ‘%‘tudents serve more than 10,000 communlty

residengs. , \-')~ .

“As would be expected, the largest colleges are organized to
- ~deltver large numbers of cémmunity educatlon offerings to large -
numbers of students. More of their community education
programs age administéred through distitict units of the.college < -
than in_any of the other enrollment groups.. Moge of their
administrators of community education are concerned\gnly with
the supervision of those ptograms. "The largest colleges have :
clearer- funding policies for. Omﬁ'llﬂntty educatloh\"than the ~
- others. They use advisory committges from the community
more than does any other group and more,of their boards of
trustees formally encourage commum{y education than the
* boards of any other group of colleges.. o
S The formalization of community .education pracrlces &
extends to. the coopefation of these colleges with other - ‘
" community agencies. Higher percentages of tht largest colleges o
report, formal agreements with community agencies than does ;
any other gréup of colleges\LI'helr cooperation also extends to
more types ;\igenaes than thag of any other- gr?p ;

.

Y

S The final \distinction of these colleges concerrs their &
sQu_r,c_es of funds fOLommunlty,,eduCﬂtlon Relatively few of the -
N » . . ., ’ - v 2 1 )
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largest colleges receive funds for community education thr()ugh
tuitigh and significantly greater numbers of them receive local

‘tax funds than does. .any other group of colleges. This lacter

dlstmctlon reflects the face that 40 percent of these colleges are

located in the state of Cahforma It also seems to reflect the idea.

that local communities are w1llmg to support-programs that :
meet local needs. (See table 3.1 page 23) L '

The smallest colleges are dwarfed by comparisons with the |
largest institutions. The smallest colleges enroll 1-999 students.

They also comprise the largest group of respondents to the -+~

survey (29.4). They offer significantly fewer courses and services
than any does other group of colleges, Phey also have fewer
plans to exptm their offerings than does any other group. The
smallest colle es have the least effective administrative policies,
pr()ccdurcs/tlr?d résponsibilities of any of the groups of colleges.
They use special community education faculty less often than do

" other colleges , although they try'to provxde in-service education .

for their instructors as much-as the other collegés. They have
fewer cooperative agreements with community agencies and
fewer sources of funds for commumty educatlon (See table
’) 2 page 24) ' ‘
“ The middle colleges include three groups of colleges with
more than’1000.but less than 8000 students. These colleges atre

- generally closer to the largest colleges than to the smallest. Their

plans indicate that they will maintain’or extend thissdistance

from the smallest colleges, in the future, especnally in course

offermgs admlmstratlve practices and the use of special
community edUcatlon faculty. More than any other colleges,
these middle " insticutions use tuition and federal funds for

u)mmumty education programs. Their use of state funds is not
_very different from thit of the largest calleges, but they use far .+*

less local funds than do the largest institutions.
- The differences between the smallest and larger colleges

_provide a cause for alarm. Equally alarming is the possibility that ‘
these differences will increase in the future. However, the gap

between the larger colleges and the smallest is based on the.
provision of services noton basic principles. If the small colleges
truly beli¢ve in their commitment to commumty educatlon then

. perhaps their top admmlstrators should examme the policy and

N
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TABLE3.L" pROVISION OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS:
| PERCENT OF COLLEGES WITH DIFFERENT TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLNENTS

-. ‘ Nationsl
| ' 0999 1000-199 20003999 4000999 gogpe Percentages
Offering N=BD) (N=19) (N=17)  (N=13) (N=110) (N =855
Speakers burey ~ + 346 11 2 nr 81 &6
Library fucilities SEOE R 7 A | LR B0 796
Help business identify needs 658 828 B4 %4 k4 1
Qutceach counseling center B8O 366 409 Wi 554 404
Pblicforoms W6 e s omy g
Help in workshop planning 622 B3 82 g CoBr s
Courses through media -~ 554 21 0w s
Orient staff B e a8 . us 665
Special enrollment/admissions 09 e m RS /¥ 117
"« Experts intesting - L ) S VA T I X N
Cultural events 1Y 827 84 849 0 813
o Tednical fdlies " g w3 g5 g - B4 56
[n-plant teaining. | 53 CETN 1P U £ 13
Recreatioggl facllies e 56 81 66 me g5
© Job placement for adults . N8 411509 56 10 95
Credit outreach courses 3.9 49.5 519 629 68.1 50
Develop local arts groups 358 DL N A N ¥ 481
Programs for interest groups 62.1 1.3 807 848 09 . 764
Upgradejob skills 16.1 922 918 - 954 %4 83
Consumer training progeams 518 A T T 0
g Adult basic education Ml @l 69 62 ®L g
W Healthcare courses ervices 09 13 83 . 863 918 SR
Family life planning programs B4 B4 65 64 . #S 589

i




TABLE3?
PERCENT OF COLLEGES WITH DIFFERENT TOTAL STUDENT ENROLLMENTS ' |

FUNDS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION:

‘ S National.
0009 1000-1999  2000-3999  4000-7999 . 8000+  Percentages

Source of funds (N=251) (N=190) (N=17) (N=132) (N=110) - (N=85)
Tuiton T T
Local tax funds 303 903 4l @85 o B
State tax funds 482 039 My 6l 682 - 597
Federal funds 67 466 44 43.5 1.1 1

 Other funds

124 84 04 2y 109 107

9
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finarices which support that commitment. Other groups should
also lend a hand to these colleges. The larger institutions can
help the smaller colleges to organize and deliver stronger
community education programs. AACJC and the Community
Education Center can focus some of their efforts on those
colleges which-have not for various reasons found it possible to
engage in community education to any great extent. Support
from within and outside these colleges seems necessary if
community ‘education is to fulfill its promise m commumty
colleges.

> However, the development of the programs of large
colleges should not be ignored because of any attempts to boost
small college programs. Only 18 percent of the largest colleges
serve more than one-tenth of their local populations through
community education.* All community/junior colleges can
improve the development of programs to meet the lifelong
learning needs of the residents of their communities. Such
development is the core of commumty education. It is also the

- heart beat of the promise of the “people’s college.”

' IMPORTANT POINTS

*Regardless of their size, commumty/]umor colleges are
in general agreement about ‘the ideals of commumty |
educatnon ‘

 *The largest colleges (over 8000 students) provxde more
offerings- in community education. , Their community
education programs are better administered and bettér funded
than the programs-at. smaller colleges. These colleges also have
more cooperative agreements with local agencxes than smaller

colleges.

*The "smallest colleges (under 1000 students) are less
successful in their provision of community education. They
offer fewer courses and services ghan larger colleges: They also
have fewer funds and less effective administrative pracuces

than larger colleges. : ' “ -
*In between the largest and smallest colleges are others

, with 1000-7999 students. These colleges resemble the largest

‘colleges mote than the smallest colleges

r 25
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Is The West The Best?

The respondents were- grouped into five regions: ) A
Northeast: Connecticut, Mame Ma achusetts, New
. - Hampshire, New Jersey, ew York, Pen- -
- nsylvania, Rhode Island, Yermont; -
’ Southeast: Alabama,. Delaware, District of Columbia,
Florida, Georgia,” Kentucky, ‘Maryland,
e oo Mississippi, North Carolina, South Catolina,

Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia;

North Central: - Hlinois, Indiana,. Iowa, - Michxgan Minn-
' esota, Nebraska, North Dakota Ohio,
South Dakota Wisconsin;’

South Central: Arkansas Kansas, Louxsxana Missouri',
ST Oklahoma Texas, : A."‘ , -

R "Alaska Arrzona Cahforma Colorado

Sl V_;';Hawan1 -Maho," Mfmtana New. Mexico, -

LT '\‘-‘?‘-"f':;' SR Nevada,, Orégon,, Utah WashmgtOn,
-f'i T Lo ,L;'x R ';Wyommgf ks o

The percentages of respondénts_ in

A {'~Wes‘t':‘ )

:;ach' regxdn were Northeast .7
‘ r;t:al_. (21 2),South Central '

s (12. 5), and West (21. 8) "a,} "
Geographlc dlfferences are’ re]ated‘todlfferténces in the size

~of programs. While the modal cofnmumty educationenrollment *
.. of all regions in the country is between 1000 and 9999 students,
/. the North Central region-has the most colleges which serve

IR
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beétween 10,000 and 19,999 residents and the West has the most

which serve 20,000 or more re$idents. However, even these two
regions might have larger enrollments in their community
education programs. Only 18.3 peggent of the Western colleges
and 14.4 percent of the North Central colleges serve more'\than
ten percent of their local populations. Thus, the poteaeial for
growth in community education is evident for these two regions

. as well as for the éntire nation.

Whether regional differences determine or result from the'

size of programs, the programs of the Western and North
Central colleges exemplify the biggest and the best in two-year
college community education. The West prowdes the most
courses and services in commumty ‘education. The North
Central ,region reveals the best codperation,  staff,
administration and funding-of any regions in thé nation.

The West surpassed the other regions in its provisionof 19

courses and services. The western colleges also provided more of

their community edycation. offerings through distinct

" community service divisions of their\lnstitutions. This prolific .

A

and professional offering of community education was not
matched by any other region, but the other reglons were not too
far behind the West. Most of the colleges in all of the regions
provide a multitude of community education: courses and
“ services; the western colleges simply prowde more. (See table
4.1 page 28) ‘ .

= The western colleges also stand outin thelr vocal support of
cooperative efforts bgtween community colleges .and other

agencies which provne community services. However, the

North Central college show more evidence of real cooperation
«than do the Western colleges. The North Central region has the

hlghes/t percentage o colleges with formal agreements with

other community agencies (54.1). These colleges also share

‘community education administrators and salaries with

community schools more than do other colleges When this
evidence of cooper tion is correlated with the size of North
Central community education programs, it supports the premise
that real cooperation with community schools does pot
discourage enrollment in community college programs..

The North

27

ntral colleges are also exemplary in their ’
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TABLE 41/ PROVISION OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS: - .
o | f PERC ENT BY REGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES | -
q I - Souh-  Souh  Nomh-  Nomh  Natiomal
~ Offering -~ West et Cemrl  east  Central  Percentages
o (N=180. (N=245) (N=100)¢(N=122) (N=181) (N= 859)

 Speakers bureau \ 14 66.9 634 08 8 686
 Library faciltis COUUBs BT md 62 BS - Tg

Help business idenify needs. - . . . 763 /3 T 1 R | RN (AR [

Oureach cunseling cencer . 484 282 i) L3 B6 W4

- Public forums A Y R S G B

* Help in workshop planning ™ 8 Tl 157 07 818 185

Courses through rgledia S 88 v 368 426 409 34

Oeiesuff .~ ' TG T . 82 @96
'Specihlenr()llmen't[admissions R ) S 748 06. 124 ‘\71.7
Expersintesting . . 662 - 519 529 614 T4
Culrural events % N ) VAR K B2 01 813
 Techpical faclves S/ BN '232 S Y

[nplary taining [ G D A " R O B 113

Recreational facilities . T 939 )} D /X R V5 NS /5 N A

Job pheement for adules ¢ 597 YR} 0 8 49.-/

- Ghedit outreach courses L. 51 28 . 4 3.2 5.7 50

Develop local arts groups 65 04 68 w2 81
 Programs for interest groups 888 85 738 15X T (T S (7
Hpgrade obskills - 051 82 07 - 85 B4 83

Consumer training programs -~ B3 ©8 o 69 091 10

Alebosceduaions, 0 P8 @8 M9 @7 6 @

" Health careuurses/semcés o §2.2 R 1 80l 83

Family life plannmg progeams S 539 3.5 44 M 58.9.'
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developm'ent of commumty education staff. They provnde more
pre-service and in-service training for these staff. Th@:y alsof
employ more specific community education faculty than do the
colleges of other regions. Surprisingly, the western colleges -
provide less training for their present or prospective commumty
education faculty than do the colleges of any other region. This -
could result from their use ofiregular faculty to teach cgmmumty

education coufses.
The North Central colleges also seem to top the nation in-

the administgation and funding of community education. They ,
use commuhnity advisory committees more than do other col-
leges. They evaluate their programs more than do the others.
Their administrative organizations and funding policies seem
more distinct than in other-regions. In funding community
education, the North Central colleges use more diverse sources
_ than do other colleges They rank second only in the use of one
" source of funds local tax funds, which ‘are used by Western
colleges more: than by the colleges in any other region. (See
table 4.2 page 30) , ' ) ,
The use of local tax funds is lnkely to be an lmportant keyto
the provision of community education courses and services. The
- West and the-North Central regions dominate the use of local :
tax funds in the same manner that they dominate the 9rovnann
of community. education in the nation. The use of local tax -
support can stimulate the colleges of these _regions 'to provide
more programs to meet the needs of their ocal communities.

SUMMARY AND -CONCLUSION: _ ,

" Horace Greeley needs some revision. "Go West young
man” is inadequate advice for people who wish to find the best in
community education in community/junior colleges. Go \W&st :
“and to the North Central states to find the biggest and best i =

-

i}

Y

* community education. Find large colleges in these regions; there
is apt to be community education gold in"them. . = = N\

Community education gold should be detectable through
 the veins of local tax suppogt. The Westernsand North Central
colleges are dnstmgtgshed by their sources of funds as much as by
their other characteristic ?p *Local dollars encourage greater-
attention to local needs? This  attention should result in
~ programs thaf attract increased local participation.

: R
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TﬁBLE e FULDS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION: -

PERCENT, BY REGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES a
R . " South- . South © Noth Noth  National
* Source of funds \ o West esst  * Central easst  Central  Percentages
SN N=186) (N=M5) (N=107) (N=120) (N=181)  (N=859)
Tuition . R V¥ o8 8 . 869, B . 48
Local tax funds | 1;_\.? 029 229 74 393 {64 8
State tax funds EE S ! 63 41 08 04 907
Federal funds A 183 84 - 47 421
Ocher funds ) (AU | B 98 U410
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s fosters qualntatnve as well as quantitative excellence

L g/

Another issue concerns the correlatnon of quality and

quantity in community education. The West has blgger\

programs, but the North Central region mnght have  bettgr ones.
The North Central colleges invest more in the preparation of.
staff and the evaluation of programs than do other colleges. Are
they able to do this because their programs are not too large?
Can communijty education suffer from an excess of'});gness as
well as the deprivation of smallness?,

A previous section declares that bigger is Better. In general
that is true: the bigger the college, the better the community
education program.: However, the biggest community education -
programs. might not be the best. This regional analysis suggests
that com®unity education programs have an optimal size which

.0

IMPORTANT POINTS ] - :
*Geographic differences are related to differences i in the
size-of colleges. North Central and Western colleges “are
generally larger than the colleges of ~other regions.
*Western colleges provide more coutses and services'to .
more students than do the (‘:glleges of any other region.
*North Central colleges seem to have better -staff.
development, administrative practices, fundiag, and local
copperation than do the colleges of other regions. -
*Local tax funds can stlmulate the development of
commumty education programs. ;

size which maximizes good servnce to large-numbers

<&

*Commumty education programs might have an optingl/
f

¢ommunity resndents

t o ’
<
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The Community And The Program;

“Community  education” “means different thmgs to
different -people. To some, it means career education at the
factory where they work. To: others, it means cultural events at
the college. Still others v1§w community ‘education as,

“Avocational” courses. One of the factors which affects these

perceptions is the ndture of the community in which the college
resides. Since * rufal. colleges - reside in different types of
communities than urban colleges their offerings in commumty
education should differ from .those of the urban colleges. Thus,
some of the character of community education in
community/junior colleges should reflect the locale of the
colleges. -

This premise was tested in.an analysis of five different’
locales. Twenty colleges were chosen from large urban settings,
A such as Chicago and Los Angeles, middle urban setting, such as

o Syracuse and. Birmingham, su’f)urban /.settmgs such as“the = .
. subutbs of St. Louis dnd Dallas, small city or town settings; siich -

as Danville and Jamestown, and, rural settings, such as central C
< Oregon and southwest Mississippi. The sample size precluded

E strong statements about the differences among these ‘types of
colleges. However, tentative statements are made about the
differences "in the attitudes and” practices of . «commumty

~ education in these different types of locale.

‘ Few dnscermble trends were, traceable to the urbanity of the ‘
colleges. The attitudes and practices of the different- ‘types of
colleges were . relatively similar, However, some interesting
results emerged from the analysis of the community education.
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offerings of the different colleges. Suburban colleges generally .
offered more types of community education progrims than'the = |
~other groups bf‘chleges. Middle urban colleges generally offered ;
less than the -other groups. L. Lo

' The suburban colleges scored or shared the highest
percentages among institutions which provided 15 of the 23
offerings in-community education. They scored at least ten

_ percent above any other group in the offering of: outreach "
counseling " services; public forums on social - problems;
assistance to local groups in ﬁe 'plgnning of conferenices and
workshops; and adult basic education programs. The suburban .
colleges did not rank lower than third among the five groupsof . ¢~

" colleges in the offering of any of the educational services or
programs. ; ‘ : .
In marked contrast, the middle urban colleges ranked )

among the top three groups for only four offerings. They scored.

. or shated the highest percentages in the provision of family life - -
planning programs and courses ehrough the media. They ranked
next-to-last on twelve of the offerings and last among the
colleges on seven. While more than half of the suburban colleges
offered all but one community edycation function, the middle
urban colleges scored below half on four functions: outreach
.counseling; computerand technical facilities; job placement; an'd‘
the provision of performing arts groups. (See table 5 page

- 34) ' )

<
© e

The large urban colleges, town colleges, and. rural collegese

- ranked between the suburban and middle urban colleges, with PR
the town colleges slightly. higher than the othet ‘gfoups: The =

"town colleges ranked fourth among the groups in the provision

- of only three functions, and fifth only in the rovision of job

placement’ services. The town colleges scored or shared the

- highest percentages amorig the colleges in the provision of

speakers bureau;s, helping business and industry to assess their

needs, and in providing in-plant training programs for workers.

The large urban colleges and the rural colleges' skewed

* percentages at the top and the bottom of the groups of colleges.
The most interesting score of the large urban colleges was in the -

provision of computer or technical assistance to the community.

_ Only one college of the 20 provided such assistance. The highest
' ‘ - LU OO B
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. TABLE | PROVlSlON OF COMMUNlTY EDUCATION OFFERINGS "
' . PERCENT OF TWEN COLLEGES lN EACH OF FIVE TYPES OF COMMUNITIES
"' | ,\Q | »~ National
L Offering ﬂ( - Large o Midde A ,Pe'rcent,agés'
o | "Utban  Suburban  Urban. Town ~  Rural (N =85)
Speakers bureay 'y § 6 . 1 . 686
Library faciiies | A % | 0. SR T
Help business identify needs 80- 000 % 65 .98
 Qutceach counseling center ) 65 4 5 I IV S
Public forums R R B | IR B
Help in workshop planning - - B o = 7 785
~ Courses through media . S 65: 0 65 39 By
 Orientsaff SRR | 0 600 6.5
Special enrollment/admissions N8 08N n
Experts i teting I S R N 1V
Culural events " | B o8 0 R R 1
* Technica facilitieg - ) 0 5o« N 25,6
In-plant training : 8 0 . N & B N3
Recteatonal faciliis o § 00 0 ne P SN )
Job plcement for-aduls B ) R | N R ) B |
© Cedtowreach courses ——~ + +§) 10 050 6 50
~ Develop local arts gtoups . § N 4 0 DN
~ Programs for interest growps . ' 9§ 80 I B A (7'
Upgrade job'skills 0 - w9 N . 83
+ Consumer training programg * B T 3 80 & N
 Adult basic education - W, IR R | 7 |
~ Health care courses services B R & . 90 LR -8
- Family life planoing programs 6% ny 0 1 589

\{"'l,“'q i b ."_ '“\‘ ~\



“scores of the large:urban colleges. we&e in‘the provision of staff

_orientation, experts on tesseng, cultural events. at ‘the college
programs for special interest groups, and programs which . |

iy

- upgraded job skills.
Some definite urban characterlsucs were evndent in the
programs of the large urban “colleges. They pfovnded ‘more
<programs for special interest groups such %women and
minorities than the other groups of colleges (Surprlsmgly, the \
middle urban colleges ranked the lowest in the provision of - '
these programs, by still at a respectable seventy percent). The
large lfrban colleges deemphasized services which were probably
available elsewhere in their communities. Their minimal .
provision of computer facilities has been mentidned already R
' They also ranked ‘fourth or fifth among the groups in’the '
pfowsnon of library . facllmes recreational facilities, abd ‘
- speakers”bureaus. C '34
“The rural colleges scoréd highest in several areas which® -
could reflect their community needs. These colleges seemed to
1denufy rhemselves as a source of facilities and expertise. which
was not available elsewhere. in'the community. For example,
they ranked highest or shared that position in the provision of
the college*lnbrary for community use, dual enrollment for high
= school . students, computer and. techmcal facilities, and . .
~ performing arts. groups for the commumty "The rutal colleges
provided fewer services or programs for busmess and induStry,
for spedal interest gréups, or on social, problems ‘than fhert
.. urban’ counterparts '
\/

: 'IMPORTANT POINTS : - oo N
. *The type of community does not seem to affect the
‘4 attitudes or practices of commumty education in
commumty/]umor colleges? R
*Community education programs seem to reflect
perceptlons of the ngeds of different types of communities.
' Colleges in large urban areas do not duplicate services which
' are likely to be found elsewhere in the community.- Rural _
colleges appear to serve as cultural/educational centers for\ ‘
~ their communities. . : . : AN
*Further study needs to be done with larger samples from L

“each of these dlfferent types of communities.
L T s
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Public Apd Private College Prograins .
N o ° ‘ _
. The responding colleges were separated into ghree ‘basic
' types: public bO.l-), non-affiliated (4.9) and-chur'cﬁ-rélated_(S).
* To aid the reader, this analysis includes the Ppercentages of the
} ccﬂge{r&:ponses in the following order: (public, non-affiliated,
church-related). * Non-iffiliated college percentages always
precede church-related percentages y‘vhen both are presented in
parentheses. oL o .
- The type of college made a{s’ignifjgn: impact on the
responses to 73 questions in the survey (DCBi-squa,res at.05 level
_of Significance). Thus; strong differences exist afhong the
community education” programs of these different types of
' commupnity and junior colleges. Surprisingly, the differences do
not appear in the commitment to community education’ as
strongly as in the sizes and types’ of community education
- programs in public and private colleges. .
Public colleges declare a tremendous commitment to
community education (97.3), .but private colleges are not far~  #
behind. Eight-six percent of the chugch-rel4zed collegesand 76.2

percent of the non-affiliated colldfs avow a commitment to-
v . . : sl -
courses and activities for credit or noncredit, formal classropm or
' nontraditional { pr'ograrhsv, " cultural, recreational -’bfferings
spgcifically designed to meet the needs of the surrounding .
-/ * community, and utih’zingﬁchool, college and other f;gilitigs. ‘
¢ ‘Programming is determined with input from the community
. \\" ~ being served” ‘ | o -
"This commitinent is reaffirmed-in the answers to a question as
* to whether the responding institutions strongly subscribe tothe
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“idea of community education.” Almost all of the publiccolleges .-
declare a commitment to this idea (86.6), and sodo rwo-thirds of
~, the private colleges (66.6, 65.2). ' ,
. Support for the idea of community education might be -
«casier to provide than actual programs and services. Strong .
differences exist in the sizes and types of community education
programs in public and private colleges. To illustrate, more than
ha!f (52.6) of the public colleges serve 1000-9999 community
- residents through community education offerings, while most of
the private colleges serve less than 1000 community residents
through community education (54.8, 60.5). '
These disparate numbers of enrollees are matched by
disparate numbers of programs. Public colleges outstrip private
_colleges in the numbers and types of community education’
offerings that they provide. Public colleges provide all but one of
the offerings more often than private colleges. The single
'excep'tion is the provision of regre_ational'f\a,cilities at no cost to
the public. . o ' . }
The strength of public college “offerings is especially
- apparent among: costlier programs, suchfas the provision of
computer and fechnical services; "public mission” offetings,
-such as outreach’ courses in prisons, nursing homes and
elsewhere, and nontraditional programs, such 4s consumer
training. Some private college differences seem related to the
mussions of the collé%esl. For example, more church-related
colleges offer family-life planning programs than do non-
affiliated colleges, while .non-affiliated institutions provide
more job placement services to adults than their church-related
counterparts. (See table 6.1 page 38) o
In mattérs of administration, public colleges appear to be
more efficient than private colleges. This' administrative
.efficiency helps them to “provide more programs for more
. people than do the private colleges. Public colleges have more
distinct administrative units for community education than do
private institutions (73.8, 45.2, 34.9). Fewer of their community
education administrators have additional responsibilities (60,
69, 86). These administrators also know where their funds for
# community education are coming from. Sixty-two percent of the
public colleges have a specific policy for funding community
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J0X € COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS:
" PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE COLLEGES

Public NoAffled  ChurchReled  Natona

TABLEGL \

Offering " (N=TN0) N=4)  (N:=4) Percentages
o ; ! (N = 85))
Speakers bufeau L YL
Library facilities 809 ) 7 796
~ Help business identify needs B4 Y, 29 ny Bl
Outceach counseling center . 427 62 - I 404
Public forums R S /L A A
-~ Help in workshop planning B s . My
. Courses through media /1l 9. 93 434
Orient staff B T 465 6
Special enrollment/admissions By W 60.5 7
Ewertsintesting 91 B3 39.6 54
Ciluralevents /A i S Y. RN  }
Technical facilies 28 | 9. 0 2.6
[n-plant training 6 .. B4 79 I
* Retreational faclles ~— + . 579 - 416 (I IR T
. Job placement for adules 318 1. R B £
Credit outreach courses ' 939 I 09 X
Develop localarts groups s B 0/
Programs for interest groups 0 48 M9 64
Upgrade job skill 018 312 82 o 883
Consumer training programs B B 187 0
-~ Adult basic education | 68 93 5 0
Health care courses/services B9 L DB TS 783
“Family lfe planning programs 3.1 4 167 ~ ny o B9
| B 5 T




education, whnle only a third of the 1 non- affnlnated collcges have_
such a policy ¢33.3, 20.9). SR o

The answers about a funding polncy mdncatq that Qpe of the
greatest reasons for the disparity between public and private
college programs is financial support. True, miore programs
mngt§ attract more patrons, and better administrative practices
might also help. But neither programs or administrative
support can be provided without financial support, and public
colleges, because of their public nature, have more diverse funds
available for .community education than do private colleges.
(See table 6.2 page 40) -

Similar percentages of public and private institutions use
tuition revenues for community education, but. public’ colleges
are able to use local tax funds and state tax funds as well. In
competition for federal dollars, public colleges score higher than .
do their private counterparts. Clearly, community ¢ ducation is.
supported with more diverse funds at publlc collé es thaxe at
private Colleges.

'SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION : :
’ The results of the survey confirm the expected Publnc
colleges offer more community education courses and services
than do private colleges. They are better orgamzed and they
have better financial support to provide community education
offerings. Perhaps as a result of these facts, public colleges also
respond to questions about community education with more
authority than private colleges: They agree or disagree with
'staternents more strongly and they respond as “unsure” less
often than private institutions. :

The results of the survey also brmg out the unexpected
Private college administrators say that their colleges are
committed to community education.. They sense no conflict
between the provision of community education programs and
the missions of their colleges (64 3, 79.1). Their major
frustration seems to be that they can't provide more programs.
They have few funds' for community education--probably
because no money is available, and perhaps because some
financial support is withheld at higher administrative levels. A
third or fewer of the private colleges report the existence of a
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- TABLEG. FUNDS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION:
| PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE COLLEGES

i 3 ( o | National
| - Public Non-Affilated  Church-Relted  Percentages
. Source of Funds (N=T00) N:=4) g (N:=4) (N=85%)
Tuon 15 4 @8 748
Local tax funds B9 ¢ 48 B B
Suewhods -, 61 9 ne W
 Fedenal fmnds N ne )4l
~ Obechnds ] 101 43 860
/ .
o N




board of trustees pollcy which encourages commumty educatnon
(33.3, 20.9). If thése administrators of commupity education
- received more financial and administrative support, then their

programs might be able to move téward parlty with the public
colleges. ‘

IMPORTANT POINTS

*Public and private colleges share similar commitments ™~

to the idea and provision of commumty educauon in the}r
" colleges. - ’
*Public “colleges serve larger numbers of students with
more community education offerings than private colleges.
*Private college programs are handicapped by funding
limitations. which do not affect public college programs.
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”'Mis.g}on’: Control S

-

Public community/junior colleges are controlled in three
primary ways: through central state departments of education or
_ community colleges through a combination of state offices; and
local boards or govérning authority (counties, districts); and
through’local governing units only. The advocates for state
“control tout the ability of the state to overcome inequities in the

funding from poor or rich local districts. Other advocates
describe a sense of ownership which comes from the local,
control of the operations of the college. Between these
advocacies ‘are the state/local arrangements,. presumably
" garnering the best of both forms of control--broad fund.mg and

" local pride. ' v

Thei impact of control ¢ on community education was studled '
through samples of 50 colleges which were locally, state; or
state/local controlled. If the advocates were correct, then state
controlled colleges would have positive attitudes toward the
involvement of state offices «in community education.
Cooperation with local agencies would be a hallmark of locally
controlled colleges. The state/local colleges would be near their
peers in attitude, and perhaps they. would exhibit unique
qualities. : : :
The support of state interventioh is less an affirmation
than a non-denial by the state controlled colleges. These colleges
have the least disagreement of the three groups with the idea
that j;te governing boards should coordinate” commuinity
education programs, but few of them (26) actually approve of
this coordination. Eight of.ten local colleges disapprove of state

42

. : 4’."
L, ‘



¢
‘coordination (82),and two-thirds of the state/lbcal colleges echo
this dnsapproval (66). The idea of state control is disliked by -
many colleges, but the provision of state money for local
community education programs is strongly affirmed. Half or
more of all the groups “strongly agree” that “state legislatures
should” provide "state funds to support community
education/community -school programs " Only one college in
each group disagreed with the idea. However, as stated earlier, it
seems unlikely that states will. provide funds for community
education without also exhlbmngﬂg\mterest in the coordination
of that education. ' !
The local colleges indicate their approval of the 1dea and :
practice of cooperation with other local agencies. More so than
the other colleges the local colleges believe that communiry
education “depends on- cooperation between commumty :
colleges, community schools, and other agencies” (72 to 66
state/local, and 64 state). They back up this belief by pomtmg to
more agreements with diverse local agencies than any does other
- group of colleges. However, with regard to cooperation with
community schools, state/local colleges have a slight edge over
~the locally controlled institutions. More of the state/local
tolleges use joint administrative staff and.pay joint salaries with
community schools than do the locglly controlled colleges (24 to
14, and 16 to 6, respectively). The state/local colleges also aver
that community colleges should provide personnel and dollars to_
help initiate community school programs. In the latter concern, . -,
30 percent of the local colleges actively disapprove of the
. provision of resources for commufiity school programs, while
only 14 percént of, the state/local colleges. dlsapprove of this

prov181on (See table 7. 1 page 44)

The funding of commumty education in these types of
colleges is split in interesting ways. Virtually all of the colleges
use tuition funds to finance community education.'As expected,
only a few of the state controlled colleges claim the use of local

. tax funds for commurity education compared with two-thirds of
the state/local colleges. However, only sixty-two percent of
locally governed colleges report that they use local tax funds for
commun®y education. (In the same vein, only 52 percent of the
state led colleges report the use of state tax funds for community
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FUNDS FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION:

: \TABLE 7.1
# o PERCENT OF FIFTY COLLEGES UNDER EACH TYPE OF PUBLIC CONTROL

f < . 3 ) . .o
‘ ' NATIONAL
’ S 5 Percentages
Source of Funds' ~ Local - ¢+ - State/Local —— _ State (N = 855)
Tuition 90 - 76 . 84’ B 748 -
Local tax funds- g 62 66 > ' 8 43
State tax funds » ’ 72 ‘ - .82, L - 52 - 59.7
. Federal funds~ o : © 56 _ \\ 46 - T, 42 - - 42.1 p
- Other funds \ . . 8 ) 6 - 10 10.7
. o .
3 ' é .
. \ﬁ o b
.y . N
> . . .
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education, which is lower than either of the other two groups of
colleges). 'l“hese statistics indicate that the sources of community
education funds differfrom the sources of general support for
college programs. This limits some of the conclusions about the
financial impact of control on the community ‘education
operations of these colleges. Also, the statistics indicate that
Igcal colleges and state/local colleges have more funds available
£Or commtnity €ducation thando many colleges which are state;
controlled--especially local tax funds which seem so 1mportant_:_;

to the provision of good-community education programs. The

supply of funds undoubtedly influences the practnces and |
" offerings of these colleges.
- In the areas of offerings and practnces the analysis revealed
a_ striking’ superiority of state/local programs over thenr
Counterparts In at least these two areas, the theoretical
‘advantage of state/local control seemed to be a reality in
community education. (See table 7.2 page 46) .
The state/local colleges prowided seventeen of the
programs and services more often ‘than do “either of the other
groups of colleges. The state/local colleges ranked second for the |
remaining offerings; thus,. they never ‘placed below both the
state and locally controlled colleges in the provision of any
offernng The state/local colleges fell below -the national
averages for community education offerings in only the
provision of library and recreational facilities. They ranked at
least ten percent above the national averages 1n the provnsnon of
15 service or educational activities. o
The locally controlled colleges ranked above the national
norms for 16 offerings and the state colleges surpassed those
norms for 13 offetings. These. fngures irdicate that the samples
provided more courses and services than was expected from a
normal distribution. However, even with this skewed
. distribution, the state/local colleges were markedly superior to
then‘f’peerlnstntutnons Thus, their supgfiority should be evident
in the general population of comr ty/junior colleges as well
as in these samples. !
., The state/local colleges were also supernor to the locally
controlled and stare. controlled colleges in: their practices of

-
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TABLET:
TABLE 72 - PROVISION OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION OFFERINGS:

o PERCENT OF FIFTY COLLEGES UNDER EACH TYPE OF PUBLIC CoNTROL  Neton!
* Percentages

"." SR |

~ Offering | Iocal | Statc/ Local State ~ (N=85)
Speakers burean 0 B S0 - 686
Library facilities \ 10 S A Y
Help business identiyneeds B 8 ) v 193
- Outreach counseling center Y S SR | N
Public forums | . S I
Help in workshop planning -~ 84 88 K 85 /
© Courses through media 58 38 £ 4
- Orientspaff- L/ T 66 666
Specil enrollmwt/admlssxons o 8 oo 04 - T
. Expents in tesing S %6 574
- Colualevenss -~ -9 n 813
Technical fciliies v, noo ¥ oo 056
Inphotwminy 6 8 ng
Resreationa faclis t}\ 52 T s 5
Job placement for dils - . 0 30 o3
Credit outreach course - o 52 66 - o .90
Develop local arts gro | 58 62 oy 481
. Dopgrams for interet groups 0 w6 764
 Upgradejobskills [ % | % -8 83
~ Consumer tygjning 0. 8 60 Y 0l
Adul basi(e%u\ition | i 8@ B
Health care courses/se ces o | 86 Y% 8 78
Family lfe planning prégrams - @ IR % 5
A | 5‘1 u .
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stated that they had a distinct unit at the college which was
responsible for the administration of community education (74
local, 68 state). Also, at least ten percent more of the state/local
colleges used surveys (52), evaluation procedures (80), and
advisory committees (68) for programming tﬁ?n did the other
groups of colleges. These good practices encourage the creation

and success of diverse prog#ams. They also help to explain the

Y

- education (40 local, 40 state).

comparative - excellence of state/local colleges in their
community education enrollments and in the proportions of
local - populations which they serve through - community
education. Forty-four percent 6f the state/local colleges serve
more than 10,000 students through community education
programs (22 local, 16 state). The same percentage also serve
more than five percent of the local populace through community'

v

»

. Many. of the best state systems of community. college
€ducation are typified by state/local contrél patterns--for

~ example, the California, New York ‘and Illinois systems. There is

ittle doubt that these states would*support community/junior

‘colleges or ‘community education regardless of their form of

control of that education. Thus, an interesting question arises:

Does any state;regardless of its system of control, tend to have '

good community education programs? The answer is probably
affirmative, as suggested by the regional analysis of community.
education. The north central and western states include sé¥eral

strong state systems of community college education. These

systems utilize different means of control for their colleges. Still,

the north central and western regions .exhibit the best ih

~community education in the nation. Thus, the impact of control

is possibly less important than -the general support for
community/junior - colleges or community education which is-
‘found in particular states of the nation. -

A future analysis should examine the community education
programs of states which are strong or weak in thedr support of
community/junior col!egg ‘education. That analysis would

~ provide additional informdtion to‘."th.is analysis of control. Arthis

. “ . . RS . . § e 1.
time,it is simply interesting to note that several states such as
California and Illinois, bastions of community college education

g | g, 5o’
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.in general, have chésen a form of control--state/local control--
which seems to foster good community education in particular.

IMPORTANT POINTS . | ‘ »

*Community/junior colvljeges want state money for

community education. However, most colleges do not want
&% e . . .

the state to coordinate their community education programs.

*Locally controlled colleges tend to cooperate with local

agencies more than do other colleges. State/locally controlled

colleges cooperate with community schools in more ways
than other colleges. ‘ ’o

" *The funding of community education differs from the _

general funding of regular 'community/junior college
programs. Local and state/local colleges use more tax funds to
support their community education programs thaf the state
colleges. : T :

- *State/lgcal colleges offer ‘more community education
courses an Zf

colleges:.” ! N
_ *The general support of a state for communiz/junior
- college - edutation might ber-as Ymportant tos corhmugity

education programs. as the form of controf of

community/junior, college education v‘{bich the staté has

chosen. S " 3
+
& —
N v )
Y
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services than the state or locally controlled -
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Summary and Conclusions .

-
- ! ’ A 1y

- The survey has produced a wealth of mformat10n about
community education prograr’né in community/junior colleges.

Each section of this monogrth has attempred to describe .

tion. The following aspects are

different aspects of that info
especially important: ’

1. Community education - programs provnde diverse .

_offerings to -large numbers: of -people. While other facts
illuminate the differences in the _responding colleges, the
general outlook is very bright. Most community colleges provide
many programs and services for the residents of thelr
commuanities. -_ - : R

N
« 2. Most commumty/]umor colleges have similar ideas

about the provision of .community education offerings,
administrative and,staffing practices, and cooperation with local

agencies. However, their actual practices do not always match -
. their ideas, for example, in staff development and cooperation -

with local agencies.

3. Commumty educatlon 1s the tlthe of some of the best"
_programs. “Community services” and “ continuing education”
* are more_populdr titles, but their programs.do not match the

general effectlveness of "comunity educatnon programs.

4. Any specnflc title indicates a specific ‘community
education office at a community/junior college. The presence of
a specific office for tommunity education generally means a
better program than one whnch is administered directly through
the office of the dean of mstructlon

49
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5. Allx colleges - share a commitment to community
education, b thé smallest colleges, middle colleges, and largest
community/juhior colleges are separaced by gaps in their
provision of community education” programs. The. largest
calleges have befter organization, more offerings, and more

.». funds for community education than any other group of colleges.
="~ The smallest'colleges have less to offer in community.education
than any other group. . ' i E

: N : .
.~ -, 6 The largest community educdtion programs  are
. 8enerally found in thesgvestern region of the nation. Programsin =
- the north central regioti are almost aslarge and more exemplary
in many of their practices. The findings indicate that there
might be an optimal size of community education programs
+ which combines the best administrative practices ith service to
~ large numbers of community residents.. ' '

.

" 7. The relative urbanity of a?mllegé can affect the types of

" comimunity education offerings which are provided by a college.
It does, not seem, toaffect the actitudes foward community
education or the practices of community educa(i(ﬁ@lleg‘é.

8. The suspected is proven. Public colleges have bigger and
better community education programs than do non-affiliated or =
church-related colleges. This may ot ‘be: due to different,

~interests in community education among private and public
.~ colleges. Instéattiit isdue to alack of adequate funds and staff for. .
~ the community education programs of pHvate colleges. e

’

Lo . 9. State/locally controlled colleges. pr(;vfjde' more o'ffering:s
ey than do either state controlled.or locally controlled institutions. -
+ .. The specific imgact of control upon community education

»  programs is_clouded by the nature of.the states which use
by state/local congrol. Also,-the funds which support community
: education do ndt seem to match the funds for regular-college )
"programs whicfg are generated by these forms of control.

o .

' ¥ 10., Diverse funds and specific administrative unics are tWo -
~+\ . factdrs which can improve community education programs. The-.

survey suggests that the use of local tax funds is an important

. characteristic of\\3uccess'ful commugity education prograrrks.\“\‘ _

.
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TWO MODELS OF COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES

Some of these results can be reprgsented in two models of
the colleges which” provide the most successful and the least
successful community education programs in community/junior
colleges. Although both models are unreal, they help to
tHluminate the differences which affece the delivery of
community education programs.

The-model for successful community education is a public
insticution which is controlled by state/local offices. This college
serves more than 8000 students and it is located in the suburbs of
a major city in the north central or western regions of the nation.
The college has appointed an administrator to run just this
program for the benefit of community residents. This
administrator has named his program, a “community education”
program, to show all of the residents of the community that the
program has something of educational merit for them. The
administrator has also soughtdiverse funds for the development
of his program, especially local tax funds which reflect
‘community ownership and support of ‘the progfamn.

In markeéd contrast, the successful college for community
education ' lets the dean of instruction direct an untitled
. conglomeration of services and courses as its community
- education “program.” This college might be a small private
“college. If it is a small public institution, then ‘it might be

controlled through state offices only. The college is located in a
‘middle urban environment with more than 100,000 but less than
1,000,000 residents. This city is located somewhere in the .
eastern or south-central states. The college receives little fiman-
cial support for community education, prabably because the dean '
is too overworked to look for them. His primary coricerns are for
the ’ regular programs and the "' 'regular” facutty of the college . .

. then come the needs of the communlty education programs.

Of these two models, the —best college for cdmmunity
education seems sllghtly more identifiable in reality than the
successful college structure. Some.‘people could speculate that
this college is the College of DuPage or William Rainey Harper
College in Illinois. Others could guess that it is DeAnza College
or Cerritos College in California. However, these people would
be just as wrong as any who thought that they could icleqtify one
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of the worst colleges for community education. Neither model
. "+ exists in reality, Each is a mighty abstraction which has only the
purpose of. illuminating the changeable and unchangeable
+» "characteristics which affect community education programs if -

community/junior colfeges.

THE POSSIBILITIES OF CHANGE :

It is obvious that a college cannot change its regional or
urban location in order to .provide superior community
education. A college can only understand how its regiopal or
urban characteristics affect the delivery of comrunity education -

. programs. Even if_such changes were remotely possible, cthey
‘would not be desirable. No region or community in the nation
~ should be deprived of excellent community education programs.

Changing the type of control for public community/junior
«college edtication is a possibility, but it would require collective
dnd extensive effort. It might bé more prudent to examine the -
possibilities of different types of support for community
education programs, especially if those programs do not have.to
be restricted to.the regular sources of college funds.

Changing the size of the college is also a possibility. But this
is more likely to be a change which results from other changes in

, - the community education«program than a stimulus to those
- changes. A . )

- The simplest change for a college is probably the title of its
community education program. THe results of this survey
suggest that "community education” is a title which reflects or
stimulates good community education. "Community education”
might attract new funds, new students, and a new sense of

Spurpose to the program. But other titles might also do those
things. “Lifelong learning” might 'be one of those titles. So
might “community-based education.” Whatever title is chosen,
the college should examine”the implications of that title in a
society which will need more educatian for more citizens than
ever before. . S ' '

It also seems possible to change the directorship of the
community education functions at a ¢ llege. A director should be
chosen who has no other duties 4t the college. This director
should be capable of diversiffifig the funding for community -
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education at the college. He or she should also support the use of
evaluation procedures, advisory committceg, and orher resources
which will improve the quality and quantity of community
education at the college. A dean of instruction should be able to
)usnfy the hiring of any such individual who can stimulate the
offermgs enrollments funds, and good practices of commumty‘
education. . :

" The changes of title and dlrectorshlp are relanvely easy for ’
colleges to do by themselves. Other ¢changes are more subtle,
more difficult, and require assistance from other sources. In this '
latter regard, the models reveal several sources of aid for colleges
which want to improve their community education programs.

Staff from small colleges can call on very large colleges for
help. Administrators from middle urban colleges can trek to the
suburbs. Private college personnel can call. on their’ public
counterparts.-Deans: of instruction can write to the directors of
“community education” programs.In all of these contacts, the
Community Education Center can serve as a coordinating agency
as well as a source of information for colleges which want.to
ifgprove their practices and programs.\

It is fairly easy to identify resources which can help the
programs of "the smallest colleges. These community/junior
colleges can find help from larger, state/local, north central or
westerd colleges which have directors of specific programs. The
smallést colleges need help quickly so that they can contribute to
the generally rosy picture of community education in
commumty/)umor colleges. Otherwise they will suffer more and
more (n companson with other institutions.
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Several Concerns ;
\ t Co- ' :

\

The ééneral picture of commu'nity. education is rosy, but
its hues could be deepened considerably. Most of the colleges
provide a lot of offerings for a lot of people in their districts, but
these colleges could do more--even the best and the brightest of.
them. The size of community education programs is impressive,
brt co}nmunity/ junior colleges svho_%la SErve greater percentages
pt their populations: through community education. Even the

flargest colleges serve. only a small- fraction of their  local

populations  through community education. While it ‘js
interesting to ponder the possibility of an optimal, limited size

“of commupity education programs, it it mpore important to muse
- over the possibilities of better service to larger percentages of

local populations. The largest and the smallest
community/junior colleges should consider ways in which their
progragis can meet the needs of more and different residents of
their comrnunities. B : '

» Anothér concern is that of the “cooperation  of

community/junior colleges with local agencies. The responding
colleges say that they favor cooperation with local agencies. Why
don’t they do more of it? The attitudes about cooperation need to
be examined more closely. The benefits of cooperation need to
become more clear. In this regard, locally controlled colleges
shguld be able to provide information for other
cd/fnmunity/junior colleges. The question remains whether this
infotmation will provide adequate incentives for' the
development of - cooperative and coordinated community
education programs in local communities. S

5S4 - S sl
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- help 4nd they need it qunckly
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Still dnother concern is the staffing of community
education programs. Communityy/ junior colleges utilize diverse
personnel as community educators. They should also recognize
their responsibility to train these educators so that they teach in
accordance with the mission of the community vollege.

In the final analysis, the commitment to excellent

community - ‘€dication - exceeds its fulfillment in

community/junior colleges The ideas of community education -

are slightly ahead of the realities. Perhaps that is the way that it

should be. Community education needs gmls and ideas which
stimulate new accomplishments.

Community education also needs a solid’ foundanon of
accomplishment if it is to succeed in community/junior colleges.
And that foundation seems to be provided by a majority of the
community/juntor colleges in the nation. Some colleges need
lelp for these colleges can come
from other institutions and from the AACJC Center for
Community Education®But most commumty/]umor colleges:are

doing well, and they deserve congratulations, support/a@
and

incentives for doing better "The provision of support/a

incentives should be a major role of the Community Education

Center. "

NS
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1. Does the person named above have other duties in addmon to super-
vising the community educanon/commumty service progmm’

ves[ ] (v) NOD(N)(7’> .

", IF YES, please list these other duties: - V\‘J

L
!

" Does the person named above as responsnble for community éducation,
programs report digectly to the: president of the college>

“ YESD () . NO D(N) (74) o
JENO, to whom does he/she report> _

EFINITIONS ‘ A o ¥
Commumty College - as used here, a public or private two-year
, institution which usually offers educational programs and services
in a) transfer, arts and sciences .or general studZ programs, b)

vqca'tional/occupational programs,_c) student persofinel services, d)
_ ndpcredit educauonal cultural, and rec§eauonal programs.

Community School - the nelghb 00, 12 school which serves asa
center where children and a ul Have opumum opportunity for
educauonal cultural, recreational and civic activities. Programming is
determined with thgd;}dvnce of a cmzens advisory committee.

. Community Edugator - staff from the college, school, or ‘community
actively involved in either teaching, planning, or supérvising thes
commumty education program. : o

\Commumty E‘iucanon - mcludes courses and activities for credit or
noncredlt formal classroom’ or nontraditional programs, culcural,
recreational, or academic o{fermg specifically designed to meet the’
needs of the surroundmg community and utilizing school, college and
other facilities. Programming is determined with input from the
community being served.

1. As defined above, does your college have a commitment t0 the
/comr_nunity education dimension?

~ves[Jv  No[]aw 75)
. 2. As defined above, is there a 'commu_ni?l school in the collcgér area?

vis [ - No[Jm 6
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Section I. Community Education Offerings
vy : :
Listed below are various programs and services sometimes offered by
community colleges in response to community needs. For each of these
community education functions please circle one response to indicace
whether your gollege: . ' )
your golleg

(lv) offers the program through a community service division .
(2) offers the program through a regular continuing or adult education

; " division : :
' 6_ \ (3) is planning to offer the prog"ramv- , ‘
T . (4) is interested in offering such a program %“
(5) does not Plag to offer such a progragn

$ ’ -
4 ) - . .

1. Provide a guest lecturers or‘speaké;s bureau
. ST 1 2 3 4 st

+

2. Make available college library facilities to community members-
’ (78) 1 23 4 5

El

3. Assist business and industry to identify their educational needs

79 1 2 3 4.5 N
4. »Provitlje“a‘n outreach counseiing.center Ty . °

. e (80) 12 3 4 5
CARD ' ' g

T~

5. Prpvide public forums on lo¢al, state, or na‘tionzal problems
S : ©13) 1.2 3 4 5

6. Assist the community inplanning needed conferences

s and workshops
4) 1 2 3 4 5 -

7. Offer courses through TV, ‘neWSpaper‘, and other media
' (I15) 1 2 3 4 5

8. Orient college faculty and staff to community education functions
(16) 1 2 3 4 5 o

‘9. Provide dual enrollment (high school and college) and early admissijon
programs o ] ‘ '
(17) 1 2 3 4 5

10. Provide. experts to aid in testing psilch,ological serAvices‘»,”readihé; and
.. learning disabilities - - ‘ .
o (18) 1 2 3 4 S
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11. Sponsor cultural events as a tontribution to the commumty
19 1 2 3 4 5 8

12. Provide computer and-other technical facilities to community for its use
(200 1 2 3 4 5 '

»

13. Develop and offer in-plant training programs for busxness lndustry
. @2y 1 2 3.4 5

N '\
14.-Make recreational facilities avajlable to communlty on a no- charge basis’

22 42 3 4 5

15. Provide job placement services for adults .
: (2&) 1 2 3 45

: l&. Provide college credit outreach courses in prisons, nursing homes,
' reservatjons, etc.

(24) "l 2 3 4 5

(25)'12345

17. Develop comkunlty performlng arts groups . o ,\

18. Offer programs for minorities, women, handicapped and other spe/c’jal

interest groups ‘
- (26) 1 2 3 45 ~

19 Provrde programs desxgned to upgrade job skilfs
@27 1 2 3 45

v

20 Provxde programs in consumer training
(28) 13 .3 4-5

21. Offer adule basic education programs :
@ 29 1 2 3 4 5 ,°

22. Provide courses or services in health care
(30) "1 2 3 4 5

23, Provxde programs in family life planning

' “(31) 1 2 3 4°5
S

Section II. Community Education Administration

The following statements describe soine common ' -situations
encountered in planning community education ' programs: Please

- - respond to each ifem by choosing one responselndlcanng whetheryou -
— "« agree or disagre wrth the itern., :

i N

Indicate whether you: (1) Disagree strongly : (2) Disuglree
(3) Uncertain  (4) Agree (5). Agree strongly

59
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'10.

11.

12.

. education programs
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e

Chaages in the attitudes of educators are necessary before community

education services can be offered .
32) 1 .2 3 4 5

~

. Offering such programs and services as those listed in Section I does not
L'\

fall within the mission of my particular college
. (33 1 2 3 4 5

. State governing boards should g'oordinate the types of programs listed in

Section I )
G4 1 2 3 4 5

It is educationally beneficial to the community if there is open com- -

petition between community colleges and other agencies in offering -

community education programs such as those listed in Section I
(35) 1 2 3 4 5 :

. Community colleges should offer only those courses considered 'tb be

"adult education” crédit courses

‘ (36) 1 2 3 4.5

. The community college would lose its supervision and administration

of ‘adult education ‘or community education programs if there were

cooperation with other agencies - ) b
(37) 1 2 3 4 5

- Community colleges should offer or make afrangeménts to offer -all

appropriate activities requested by the community T
(38) 1 2 3 4 5 N

- The laws in the state do not provide for cooperation and coordination

with other-agencies . .
! B39 1 2 3 4 5 _
Commhm'ty ed,ﬁcators should have the same qualificgtions and meet

théSame standards as community college instructors
@ 1 23 45 °

‘Community colleges should help-initiate community school programs

in their area by providing some personnel and some money
(41) 1 2 3 4 5

State legislatures should provide state funds to support community

college/community school programs . ‘
42 1 2 3 4 5 . f

Because community colleges and mmunity schools are competing for
the same’ tax dollar, they will npt cooperate in offering community

) 123 45

)
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“13. The AAC]C and its Cpmmumty Educanon Ceater should play a ma]or
) role in encoungéng community collegc?s to become more active in the

“ commumty Service area ) -«

‘(44)12345 -~

14. In emphasxzmg community education and congmmty service the
. community colleges are ‘taking on too many functions that should be’
performed by other community agencies"
45 1 2 3 4 s

15. The idea of communit educanon/cqinmumty service is strongly sub-
scribedggo by-this msnénon p L
46) 12 3 4 s -

s 16, The .community education/community service function is really no
- - different from the concepr of adult/continuing education programs
‘ (47) 1 2 3 45 J

’ N o ;

Section III. Characteristics of Community Education

For each characteristic listed, choose one response, either: \

(1) YES
(2) NO
'(3) Planned for 1976- 77 year

1. The community college and community’ ‘school use the’ same admin-
istrator to plan and administer the community education program

(48 1 2 3
. 2. There are no formal qualificay fhas for community educators
4y 1 2 3
3. Salanes for commumty educators are paid 1omtly by commumty colleges,
community schools, or other agencies A3
50 1 2 3.

4. The community college offers. a training’ program for prospecnve
community educators -

51) 1,2 3
r ‘ - :
5. Commumty edv.\fators are usually regular faculty from the community
college or the community school -
' = (52) 1 2 3
. ’ ¥ v
6. All community educanon staff parnc:pate in an in-service trammg
#! program , . - .
o (53) -2 3 . ' ¢
L \ N .
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Commumty educators include faculey from the commtumtyor from other

agencres

59 12 3 oL

Commumty education programs use volunteer mstructors as. welh as
- 'paid instructors | ‘

5 123

Evaluation procedures have been developed and used for community ]

education services i

(.56) 1 2 3

A commumty advnsory committee has been formed to descrrbe needs,

develop programs, and evaluage offermgs ”
(57) 1 2 3

There is a clearly identifiable admlmstranve unle- for coordmatron
"of community education programs - v

(58) 1.2 3 .
_ A specific policy has been developed. for fundmg thé community ed)hca-
tion programe

T 123

The commumty college’s commumty education programs depend on
cooperation between commumty colleges, com?numty schools and other
agencxes '

. 60) 1 2.7 - )
. L Y v B

A community needs survey or community characteristics survey is
routmely done in con)unctlon with the tommunity educatlon program

61) 1 2 3

Commumty education programs are estimated to mvolve how many
community members i in the calendar year 1975-76; :

fewer than '1,000 D (.1):

1,000 - 9,999 O o =

10000-19999 O & -,

Va . . o
20000 29999 g o« « 7
. over 30,900 D (5) -
L <@ -
A | B -
W (o v
] '
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16 The above aumber of partrcrpants represent apprommatelﬂ what

(drsr,rrdt city, county)>

percentage of the population, within the local area served by. the college.

S . less than 1.0 percent D () '

-~

ey from 1.0 to 5.0 percent D (2)
f from 6.0 to 100 percem D 3

over 10 percent D (4) . =
(63) *

" Section IV. Types of Cooperatron

-

}  Please respond t the 6llowmg items by choosing the approprrate ‘
response. , ,
: e
l}. 'Off campus facilities are used td offer community education programs
‘ - ves oy NOD(N) (64)
2. if YES is a fee chal‘ged for uke of facilities ~ -
- YES[ ](¥) No[ ] (65
3. If a fee is charged, is the fee based on -~
number‘enrolled' D (D
| g 66
flat rental fee D (" S
I N I S L
- + 7" maintenance costs D, [¢)) S N /
) - B CL " . g : .")&
4. Is there a formal agreement between the community college and any of

. public libraries

the following a%encres concerning cooperation in offermg ‘community
educatron p[ograms>

»

community school (K-12) YESD(Y) NO lj @ (69)
parks and recreation agency
nior citizen programs

public health agencies . ’ ’ - o

‘business and industry R , /

gelipious institutions . o .

civic and fraternal orgamzatlons S T
R o e 63

T 7 63 ' - g
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5. If YES, wi,tl; which égendes does the college cooperate?

3 o ‘cq'mrﬁun‘ity sch‘gal (K-12) .‘ (1)
T \ : (70)
Parks and recreatjon programs {1 '
- - : ‘ (71 4
. i . - . 4
senior citizen progrargs , (D)
. - (72) -
.~ public libMkjes - - l D (1y 7
public health agencies D (1)
' (74)
(Identify) -
~business and industry ' D 0(!)‘- _ !
. . . ) tﬁj") . .1 J
religious institutions | " D (b
) ' (76) -
. . 1, '
¢ . civicand fraternal organizacidns - D ()
S sy ,. (77)
. .

Mﬁy Education

g items by choosing the appropriate

N A
Section V, Funding and- Policy in Co

" Pledse respond to ‘tﬁe'floll'o(vin

response PR

L4

&} ) &
red through:

O

~-,_v a) K-12 school districes D (1) .
. . R (13) e
b) .two—yc,nr colleges D " (B) . o 3
) ¥ 14) ) N
4 ¢) other } D ). " . .
: sy '
(please specify A=
\

T ) \\_
L. Are stte funds for adule education ndminisE

gt
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2 From what sources are funds obtained for financing community educa-

" tion programs? - .
’ . ' : — .
a) tuition D (A)
- 2 i oo b) local tax funds - - D\ (B) .
. (17)
'_,2*5 state tax funds ' D (G
. (18)
d) .federal funds D (D)
' . (19)
_ e) other : D (E).
- - (20)
. ) (pl%e spemfy) - ' .

3. Does the college *board of trustees have any polmy sc,atement that encour-
ages commumty education acnvmes’ :

YESQ(Y) No [Tav) 21y

k .F;xue goi eée _bggi-.(;f r&i‘?&‘g& have 'any_;ﬁgolicy that inhibits com-

cation activities?

JYESQ(Y) NO. () @)

If YES, pfée@se endOSe a copy of the pohcy statement

™
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